safety committee position and he wanted to insure that it was made clear that
his proposed discharge was strictly a contractual issue dealing with his
interference with the work force.

Mr. Wiley testified that he may have made the offer in question to
Mr. Blankenship during the 24-48 hour discussions.  He believed that
Mr. Blankenship's conduct concerning the work stoppage was not in the best
interests of the union or mine management, and during the discussions the
suggestion was made that Mr. Blankenship resign from the mine committee and
accept a 60-day suspension in lieu of being fired for his role in the walk-
out.  Mr. Wiley insisted that his intent was to insure that there was no
repetition of future walkouts, and he sought assurances that it would not
happen again.  He also insisted that he did not wish to fire Mr. Blankenship,
and that he accepted Mr. Blankenship's later arbitration offer of a 30-day
suspension in lieu of a discharge because he was satisfied that the respon-
dent's position was correct.

Complainant recognizes the fact that there is conflicting testimony con-
cerning mine management's offer made during the 24-48 hour meeting that he
resign from one or both of his mine committee jobs.  Even so, complainant
suggests that all of the events which transpired in this case make it far
more likely that the company sought to strip him of both positions. Even if
it were found that they did not, complainant emphasizes that the dispute
which led to the work stoppage, and his subsequent suspension subject to
discharge, were based upon alleged violations of Federal safety regulations.

The question of mine management's "offer" to Mr. Blankenship that he
resign from one or more of his mine committees and accept a suspension in lieu
of discharge is a troublesome one, particularly in light of the fact that
Mr. Blankenship held both positions.  Threatening or intimidating a miner to
resign from his safety committee position is clearly a discriminatory action
under the Act.  Even though an "offer" of this type is made during grievance
or settlement negotiations, there is an inference that such offers are subtle
pressures that could be used by mine management to rid themselves of a safety
committeeman who may not see eye-to-eye with mine management on matters deal-
ing with safety and health.  Whether the same can^be said with respect to
"offers" dealing with a miner's membership on a mine committee other than
safety may be debatable, but the fact is that while a clear distinction may
be made as to the separability of the two jobs^ in this case it is somewhat
difficult to separate the two because Mr. Blankenship served on both com-
mittees, as well as a third "political action" committee.  Therefore, a
critical question which must be addressed is whether a miner who serves on
several mine committees may cry "foul" when mine management seeks to disci-
pline him for conduct which may not be clearly isolated from his safety
activities.

Mr. Blankenship testified that during the 24-48 hour meeting, he was
asked to step down from both of his committee jobs.  Mr. Neace, one of the
signatories to Mr. Blankenship's initial grievance on his proposed discharge
which was filed with the respondent, testified on two occasions in reply to

lOOb  the work  stoppage,  and he maintained
